Evidence from two experiments reveals that in Chamorro, a verb-first language, the comprehension of relative clauses (RCs) is sensitive to the order of the RC with respect to the head. Unlike most other languages, Chamorro allows both postnominal and prenominal RCs, so it is possible to compare how the two types are processed within the same language. Moreover, Chamorro is a small language whose speakers do not fit the typical profile of participants in cognitive science experiments. We found that RC comprehension is affected by the relative order of RC and head, and by other language-specific factors. However, we also found new support for a subject gap advantage in all RC types. This advantage emerged in early response measures and was reinforced in postnominal RCs, but often outcompeted in prenominal RCs by other pressures. We frame this competition in terms of a model in which grammatical licensing requirements play a key role in comprehension.
Introduction
Relative clauses comprise some of the most intensely investigated linguistic structures across practically all domains of inquiry, be it in formal syntax and semantics, neurolinguistics, language acquisition, etc. Why? In a relative clause (RC), a structurally complex form-an entire clause-is called upon to serve the core semantic function of modification. In (1), the noun phrase (NP) 'young coconuts' is modified by the RC that immediately follows it (delimited by brackets).
(1) The young coconuts [ that the children brought __ ] came from Kiku's farm. RCs provide an unlimited number of ways for the reference of an NP to be narrowed, because they permit the NP to be modified by any property expressible by a sentence containing a variable. To achieve this expressiveness, there must be a mechanism for linking the NP to a position inside the RC-the position corresponding to the variable. RCs are clauses themselves and so form their own grammatical microcosm. And this is the source of complexity that has preoccupied so many investigations: the link between the NP and its site of interpretation cannot be formed without interacting with the many processes that combine to 'build' a clause.
From a logical perspective, there's no reason to expect it should matter what syntactic position in the RC is linked to the modified NP. For example, compare (1) to (2), in which the RC is passive. Both RCs have the same meaning, that is, they denote the same property: the set of entities such that it is the case that the children brought them.
(2) The young coconuts [ that __ were brought by the children ] came from Kiku's farm. Despite expressing identical meanings, the RCs in (1) and (2) are not on equal footing from a cognitive perspective. In sentences like (2), the modifier is a subject relative clause (SRC), but in (1) it is an object relative clause (ORC). The labels subject and object refer to which syntactic position inside the RC is linked to the modified NP, called the head. In (1) and (2) above, that position is indicated by an underscore and referred to as the gap. SRCs are generally easier to comprehend than ORCs, an observation that has been extensively investigated (see Kwon, Lee, Gordon, Kluender, & Polinsky, 2010, for review).
Why should gaps in subject position be easier to link to the RC head than gaps in object position? According to an influential early hypothesis (Keenan & Comrie, 1977) , there is a universal hierarchy of grammatical positions along which subjects outrank every other position -the Accessibility Hierarchy (AH). Typological generalizations about relativization patterns across languages were adduced to support this claim, and Keenan and Comrie conjectured that the AH might derive from the psychological complexity of recognizing different kinds of RCs. In particular, the ease of recognizing SRCs was thought to stem from the following fact: every clause projects a subject position, whereas other grammatical positions, such as objects, obliques, and so on, are dependent upon the identity of the clausal predicate. To put this another way, the mere existence of a clause is itself evidence of a subject 
